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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is responsive to communications filed on 07/02/2008. 
Claims 1- 23 are pending and have been examined. 



Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 10-18 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 07/02/2008 with regard to claims 1-9 and 19-23 have 
been fully considered but they are not persuasive. The arguments pertain solely to the 
newly added matter in the claims and the newly formulated below addresses these 
claims as such. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1-6, 8-9, 19 and 21-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102 (e) as being 
anticipated by Tracey et al. (PGPUB: US 2003/0083917 A1). 



With respect to claim 1, Tracey teaches a method comprising: 
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classifying actions associated with first and second service entities, wherein each 
action is classified according to its availability (Tracey: fig. 3, page 4, paragraph 80, 
paragraph 6, paragraphs 89 & 95, page 10, paragraphs 158 & 168, noted the actions 
taken by debtor and collect); 

running a context service that matches the first and second service entity the 
related service entities having different but related metadata attributes (Tracey: fig. 3, 
page 10, paragraphs 165-168, noted the debtor and collector have different metadata 
attributes but they are related in the same bins table); 

determining if an action is available to be performed based on a corresponding 
classification of the availability of the action for each of the first and second service 
entities (Tracey: pages 10-11, paragraphs 168-170); and 

displaying the action available to be performed (Tracey: pages 10-11, 
paragraphs 168 & 170). 

With respect to claim 2, Tracey teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein 
classifying the actions comprises classifying the actions as optimistically available 
(Tracey, Figures 12-13, page 17, paragraph 247). 

With respect to claim 3, Tracey teaches the method of claim 2, wherein 
classifying the actions as optimistically available comprises classifying the actions as 
available subject to a rule (Tracey, page 6, paragraph 98 and page 18, paragraphs 264- 
266, noted the rule). 
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With respect to claim 4, Tracey teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
classifying the actions comprises classifying the actions as available according to a rule 
(Tracey, figures 22-23, and page 18, paragraphs 264-266). 

With respect to claim 5, Tracey teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein 
classifying the actions as available according to a rule comprises classifying the actions 
as being available only if the rule is complied with (Tracey, figures 22-23, and page 18, 
paragraphs 264-266). 

With respect to claim 6, Tracey teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
classifying the actions comprises classifying the actions as universally available 
(Tracey, Figures 12-13, page 17, paragraph 247). 

With respect to claim 8, Tracey teaches the method of claim 1 , further 
comprising consolidating the first and second service entities into a context entity 
(Tracey: fig. 3, page 10, paragraphs 164-168) and matching an application entity to the 
context entity (Tracey, page 12, paragraphs 182-183). 

With respect to claim 9, Tracey teaches the method of claim 8, further 
comprising providing a view at an application of the actions available to be performed 
on each of the related service entities at the application services (Tracey, fig. 8-10, page 
15, paragraphs 219-225 and page 16, paragraphs 242-244). 

In regard to claim 19, the limitations of this claim are substantially the same as 
those in claim 1 . Therefore the same rationale for rejecting claim 1 is used to reject 
claim 19. By this rationale claim 19 is rejected. 
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With respect to claim 21, Tracey teaches the system of claim 19, wherein said 
action service comprises a tracking mechanism to track performance of the first and the 
second actions (Tracey, abstract, pages 8-9, paragraph 142). 

In regard to claim 22, the limitations of this claim are substantially the same as 
those in claim 8. Therefore the same rationale for rejecting claim 8 is used to reject 
claim 22. By this rationale claim 22 is rejected. 

In regard to claim 23, the limitations of this claim are substantially the same as 
those in claim 9. Therefore the same rationale for rejecting claim 9 is used to reject 
claim 23. By this rationale claim 23 is rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 10-16 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tracey et al. (PGPUB: US 2003/0083917 A1) in view of Evans et al. (PGPUB: 
US 2004/0019560 A1). 

With respect to claim 10, Tracey teaches a method for providing to an 
application an action available to be performed on a first service entity at a first 
application service, the method comprising: 
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running a context service that matches a second service entity to an associated 
context entity derived from the first service entity, wherein the first and second service 
entities have different but related metadata attributes (Tracey: fig. 3, page 10, 
paragraphs 165-168, noted the debtor and collector have different metadata attributes 
but they are related in the same bins table), 

wherein the first service entity associated with a first distinct application service 
and the second service entity associated with a second distinct application service can 
be implemented in Java (Tracey: page 8, paragraph 130 and page 10, paragraph 163), 

wherein the first distinct application service is connected via a network to the 
second distinct application service (Tracey: fig. 1, page 8, paragraphs 137-138); 

identifying that the associated context entity is derived from the first service 
entity (Tracey: fig. 2-3, page 10, paragraphs 159-160 & 165-166); 

in response to a selection of the first service entity, determining if an action is 
available to be performed on the first service entity at the first application service based 
on a classification of the action according to its availability (Tracey: pages 10-11, 
paragraphs 168-170); and 

displaying the action available to be performed (Tracey: pages 10-11, 
paragraphs 168 & 170). 

However, Tracey does not explicitly teach a method of implementing the first and 
second service entities in extensible markup language. 
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In the same field of endeavor, Evans teaches a method of implementing the first 
and second service entities in extensible markup language (Tracey: page 9, paragraph 
117 and page 14, paragraph 158). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to incorporate the method of implementing the first and second 
service entities in extensible markup language as taught by Evans in Tracey's invention 
in order to create highly customized reports for the transaction information (Evans, page 
14, paragraph 158). 

With respect to claim 11, Tracey teaches the method of claim 10, comprising 
identifying that the associated context entity is derived from the first service entity and a 
second service entity at a second application service, the first service entity being 
related to the second service entity (Tracey, figures 1-3, page 8, paragraphs 141-142). 

With respect to claim 12, Tracey teaches the method of claim 10, comprising 
determining if the action is available to be performed on the first service entity at the first 
application service based on a classification that the action is optimistically available 
(Tracey, Figures 12-13, page 17, paragraph 247). 

With respect to claim 13, Tracey teaches the method of claim 12, comprising 
determining if the action is available to be performed on the first service entity at the first 
application service based on a classification that the action is available subject to a rule 
(Tracey, page 6, paragraph 98 and page 18, paragraphs 264-266, noted the rule). 

With respect to claim 14, Tracey teaches the method of claim 10, comprising 
determining if the action is available to be performed on the first service entity at the first 



Application/Control Number: 10/648,506 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2145 

application service based on a classification that the action is available according to a 
rule (Tracey, figures 22-23, and page 18, paragraphs 264-266). 

With respect to claim 15, Tracey teaches the method of claim 14, comprising 
determining if the action is available to be performed on the first service entity at the first 
application service based on a classification that the action is available only if the rule is 
complied with (Tracey, figures 22-23, and page 18, paragraphs 264-266). 

With respect to claim 16, Tracey teaches the method of claim 10, comprising 
determining if the action is available to be performed on the first service entity at the first 
application service on a classification that the action is universally available (Tracey, 
Figures 12-13, page 17, paragraph 247). 

In regard to claim 18, the limitations of this claim are substantially the same as 
those in claim 9. Therefore the same rationale for rejecting claim 9 is used to reject 
claim 18. By this rationale claim 18 is rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 7 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tracey et al. (PGPUB: US 2003/0083917 A1) in view of Brendle et al. (PGPUB: US 
2005/0021355 A1). 
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With respect to claim 7, Tracey teaches all the claimed limitations, except that he 
does not explicitly teach a method of determining if performance of the action will result 
in a conflict. 

In the same field of endeavor, Brendle teaches a method of determining if 
performance of the action will result in a conflict (Brendle, page 11, paragraph 98, noted 
prevent locking of the actions result in conflict). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to incorporate the method of determining result conflict as 
taught by Brendle in Tracey's invention in order to prevent locking and provide 
consistent result (Brendle, page 1 1 , paragraph 98). 

In regard to claim 20, the limitations of this claim are substantially the same as 
those in claim 7. Therefore the same rationale for rejecting claim 7 is used to reject 
claim 20. By this rationale claim 20 is rejected. 

10. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tracey 
et al. (PGPUB: US 2003/0083917 A1) in view of Evans et al. (PGPUB: US 
2004/0019560 A1) and further in view of Brendle et al. (PGPUB: US 2005/0021355 
A1). 

With respect to claim 17, the combined method of Tracey-Evans teaches all the 
claimed limitations, except that they do not explicitly teach a method of determining if 
performance of the action will result in a conflict. 
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In the same field of endeavor, Brendle teaches a method of determining if 
performance of the action will result in a conflict (Brendle, page 11, paragraph 98, noted 
prevent locking of the actions result in conflict). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to incorporate the method of determining result conflict as 
taught by Brendle in the combined method of Tracey-Evans' invention in order to 
prevent locking and provide consistent result (Brendle, page 11, paragraph 98). 



Conclusion 

1 1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lin Liu whose telephone number is (571) 270-1447. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 7:30am - 5:00pm, EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Cardone can be reached on (571) 272-3933. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
/L U 
/Lin Liu/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2145 



/Jason D Cardone/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2145 



